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WORK AND ACTIVITIES OF THE HOUSE 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE 


(82d Cong. Ist Sess.) 





During the first session of the Eighty-second Congress 112 bills and 
resolutions were referred to the House Committee on Agricluture, 20 
were reported to the House, 17 were passed by the House, 17 were 
passed by the Senate, and 13 were enacted into law. The committee 
held 80 meetings, including public hearings and executive sessions— 
an average of 1 committee meeting for every 2 days that the House of 
Representatives was in session. 

In addition to the full committee, four standing subcommittees and 
two special subcommittees were at work, holding appropriate hearings 
either in Washington or in the field and reporting to the full committee. 
A number of informal meetings were held to discuss special problems 
as they arose. 

A summary of the status of legislation on which the committee 
acted during the first session will be found on pages 10 to 12. Di- 
gests of the bills enacted and a list of the hearings held are also 
included in this report. 

Below is a brief discussion relative to some of the special problems 
studied by the committee. 


FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL RELATIONS 


The agricultural relations between this country and other nations 
of the world will be treme ndously improved and strengthened largely 
as a result of the work done by the Agriculture Committee and the 
stimulus it has afforded the Departments of State and Agriculture to 
clarify their problems and improve administratively the relationship 
between them. 

An agreement between the Secretaries of the two Departments 
relative to this important work was reached in August 1951. This 
committee’s mterim report dated March 22, 1951, and House Report 
No. 966 dated August 23, 1951, give full details. Already the com- 
mittee has received excellent reports concerning the bene ficial effects 
of this new relationship and cooperation between the Departments. 
A brief résumé of the background follows: 

The basic cause for the committee’s concern about this country’s 
agricultural work abroad was the fact that the responsibility for 
conducting the foreign contacts is divided between the Departmer its 
of Agriculture and State. The Agriculture Department’s Office of 
Foreign Agricultural Relations is the agency of government primarily 
responsible for planning and carrying on our agricultural contacts 
with other nations, obtaining and disseminating in the United States 
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information about foreign agriculture, and making available to other 
countries information about the agriculture and agricultural products 
of this Nation. 

The personnel through which the OFAR must work in foreign 
countries are the agricultural attachés and officers in our diplomatic 
missions abroad. They are employees of the State Department 
appointed by, on the payroll of, and receiving immediate direction 
from that Department. Communications between the Department 
of Agriculture and these attachés have been routed through the 
regular State Department channels and at times are edited or trans- 
mitted by the State Department personnel who are not presumed to 
have any broad or specific knowledge of agriculture or of the problems 
involved. 

This dual form of operation has led to difficulties of administration, 
personnel selection and direction, communication, budget, and objec- 
tive which have seriously handicapped both the OFAR and the 
Department of State in attaining full effectiveness in the field of 
foreign agricultural relations. By 1949 the situation had become so 
serious, and was so generally recognized, that various responsible 
sources proposed legislation setting up some entirely new agency to 
handle foreign agricultural relations or drastically reorganizing the 
present method of operations. The committee felt, however, that 
there already existed in the basic legislation of the Departments con- 
cerned sufficient authority to accomplish practically all the desired 
results by administrative action, provided a mutually acceptable 
basis could be worked out. 

The committee began a comprehensive study of the situation in 
the Eighty-first Congress. Hearings were held in February 1950, 
numerous conferences were arranged between officials of the two De- 
partments, and the chairman and the vice chairman of the committee 
personally visited a number of foreign countries where they discussed 
the problems with the attachés and officials of the Foreign Service, 
made on-the-spot studies of the work being done, and appraised the 
efforts and capabilities of our representatives abroad. Following 
their hn, the committee again conferred with officials of the State 
and Agriculture Departments and in its report (interim report of 
March 22, 1951) made certain recommendations for changes in per- 
sonnel and policies, emphasizing the need for more aggressive and 
competent representation abroad. 

Joint working teams were organized in the Departments, and as a 
result of their splendid efforts a joint statement was prepared on 
August 18, 1951, entitled “Administrative Improvements Agreed to 
by “the Departments of State and Agriculiure in the Agricultural 
Work of the Foreign Service.”” The steps agreed upon follow closely 
recommendations made by the committee in its interim report and 
involve four major aspects of the work: 

Separate designation of and justification for agricultural foreign 
relations in the budget of the State Department. ‘This will permit 
Congress to appropriate specifically for this work, where previously 
these functions have not been separately identified. 

Direct communications between the Secretary of Agriculture and 
agricultural officers in our Foreign Service missions abroad. 

3. Enlarged and more direct participation by the Secretary of 
Agriculture in the selection, training, assignment, and direction of 
agricultural officers in the Foreign Service. 
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4. Fuller utilization of the Department of Agriculture and agri- 
cultural attachés in planning and conducting the Department of 
State’s international information and educational exchange program. 

The net effect of the agreement ,reached so far will be to a full 
responsibility for our agricultural program on the Secretary of Agri- 
culture and the Director of the Office of Foreign Agricultural Rela- 
tions, while still permitting this important work to be carried out 
within the framework of the State Department’s regular diplomatic 
operations. 

Only one major recommendation of the committee has not yet 
received final action—the recommendation that steps be taken to 
improve the prestige and standing of agricultural attachés in some of 
the diplomatic missions. Because of the equivocal position of the 
agricultural work of the Foreign Service, agricultural attachés in 
our embassies and legations have almost always been inferior in 
position and prestige to the commerical attaché, for example. The 
committee feels they should have recognition more consistent with 
the important part agriculture now plans in our foreign relations and 
anticipates this detail will be worked out ultimately. 

The committee is highly gratified with the willingness, determina- 
tion, and cooperation of the Departments of State and Agriculture to 
solve these important problems in a manner which is to the credit and 
best interests of both, as well as the United States as a whole. It 
will continue to keep in close touch and make further recommenda- 
tions if, as, and when the occasion warrants. 

This is a matter which has received practically no public attention. 
It was accomplished without the expense and effort of legislation by 
negotiating directly with the executive agencies. The committee feels 
that this is one of its major accomplishments which will inure to 
tremendous benefits to our country. 


TOBACCO 


In April of 1951 the committee became alarmed at the reports from 
the Economic Cooperation Administration and others who had just 
completed a survey of the trends in our foreign trade in tobacco. The 
chairman invited Members of Congress from tobacco-producing States 
to meet informally to discuss what was happening to our “foreign 
market under the ECA and related programs. 

It was learned that exports to eee Germany had decreased 
sharply during the previous year, and i addition Germany had 
entered into bilateral trade agreements with certain countries to 
import greater quantities of oriental types of tobacco, although surveys 
indicated German tobacco users, who have always consumed con- 
siderable quantities of American tobacco, had a definite preference for 
blends made from United States products. 

In an effort to improve the situation and remove, if possible; this 
discrimination against the American product, an informal committee 
of Senators and Representatives was appointed to investigate the 
dwindling exports. 

As a result of the timely effort put forth by the committee, a much 
better understanding of the problem was reached, American tobacco 
was permitted to compete on more equitable terms, and trade in this 
commodity was greatly furthered. The Agriculture Committee 
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expects to watch these trends in connection with all important agri- 
cultural commodities and protect as far as possible the interests of 
the United States. 


SURVEY OF THE ACTIVITIES OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


The committee believes it is good policy for legislative committees 
to examine the programs being conducted under legislation which 
they have sponsored—not by way of investigation but to review and 
analyze them for the benefit of new members and the public generally. 

Many of the agencies of the Department of Agriculture were 
regeared after World War II for a pea of “normal” agricultural 
and economic conditions. Since that time the whole world has been 
plunged into a period of rearmament and intense defense activity. 
This means that many of the policies, activities, and long range 
programs which were entirely adequate. and proper a year or more 
ago now need revision and reconsideration in the light of changed 
world conditions. Furthermore, our Government is so big and 
complex and the services rendered so varied and involved that it is 
practically impossible to keep informed about all the programs and 
activities once they have been set in motion. For these reasons the 
Agriculture Committee invited the heads of some of the more im- 
portant branches of the Department of Agriculture to give an over- 
all picture of their operations, to the end that it might make and 
receive suggestions concerning improvements enum. which they 
could carry out to better advantage the intent of Ceanaaee and the 
purposes for which the agencies were created. 

The committee first undertook to secure the true facts and figures 
from Secretary Brannan and the heads of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation and the Production and Marketing Administration rela- 
tive to farm prices and farm incomes. This was prompted by the fact 
that a great deal of misinformation has been given to the public 
through the press and radio concerning the farm program, particularly 
with reference to its effect on the rising cost of living. Many people 
were under the false impression that the price support program had 
caused an undue rise in the cost of living, and the committee wanted 
the true facts to be available not only to new members and the 
Congress but to the public generally. The testimony is printed and 
is available to those who are interested. 

Other agencies and programs studied and analyzed to date are the 
Rural Electrification Administration, the Farm Credit Administration, 
and the Farmers Home Administration. 

Generally speaking, the committee feels a satisfaction in its accom- 
plishments in connection with these studies and appreciates the fine 
cooperation it is receiving from the administrative branches of Govern- 
ment. During the second session of the Kighty-second Congress other 
programs and activities will be studied and any action necessary to 
effect economies or improvements will be taken. 

In this connection it should be noted that the committee has not 
overlooked the recommendations of the Hoover Commission regarding 
the reorganization of the Department of Agriculture. Bills based on 
these recommendations have been introduced in both the House and 
Senate, and hearings have been conducted by the Senate Expenditures 
Committee. Since the Hoover report was made, however, the pro- 
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ponents of this legislation themselves have altered rather substantially 
their original ideas as to what reorganization should take place in the 
Agriculture Department. Therefore, whatever bill the Senate com- 
mittee reports will without doubt differ widely from the pending bills. 
The Agriculture Committee is in sympathy with any move to bring 
about efficiency and economy in the Department, but under these 
particular circumstances it felt it would be a waste of time and money 
to duplicate the work of the Senate committee on a measure as broad 
and far reaching as the reorganization of the Department, and it has 
preferred to wait until the Senate committee approves a measure more 
nearly in line with the revised recommendations. Furthermore, the 
committee feels that its current examination of the various branches 
of the Department will prove most helpful when considering these 
proposed changes in the structure of the Department. 


AMENDMENTS TO THE DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT 


The legislation to amend the Defense Production Act of 1950 came 
under the jurisdiction of the Banking and Currency Committee, but 
the members of the Agriculture Committee had a particular concern 
about many of the proposals because of their background in farm 
legislation and because of the far-reaching effect some of the proposed 
amendments would have on agriculture. 

When the Office of Price Stabilization issued their orders on price 
roll-backs affecting the meat and cattle industries, the committee 
became very apprehensive of the ultimate results. Hearings were 
scheduled immediately, at which time representatives of the Office of 
Price Stabilization, Department of Agriculture, farra organizations, 
cattlemen’s associations and meat packers, slaughterers, butchers, 
farmers, and consumers were heard. At the close of extensive hear- 
ings the committee, feeling that it was in the interest of consumers and 
producers alike, issued a detailed finding of facts and recommended 
that the roll-back orders be rescinded. They also submitted this 
information to the executive agencies concerned and to the Banking 
and Currency Committee. 

Other major proposals regarding agriculture which were involved 
in the proposed amendments were thoroughly studied, and when the 
legislation came before the Congress for final action the members of 
the Agriculture Committee took an aggressive part in bringing about 
the following legislative action. 

Slaughter quotas: The imposition of quotas limiting in anv way the 
number of livestock which can be slaughtered was prohibited (Hope 
amendment). 

Parity: The proposal to “freeze”? the parity index for a year at a 
time (by computing parity annually instead of once a month as pro- 
vided by law) was defeated (Abernethy amendment). 

Imports of fats, oils, and rice: The act as extended continues pro- 
hibition against imports of fats and oils, rice, and certain dairv products 
which would have the effect of demoralizing the domestic price for 
these commodities, adversely affecting their production i in this country 
or requiring unnecessary price support expenditures (Andresen amend- 
ment). It may be noted in this connection that the committee did 
not advocate this embargo originally and in conference with the 
Departments concerned made every possible effort to find a satis- 
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factory compromise for import controls, but failing to secure the 
assurance needed to protect American agriculture and the American 
Treasury, the committee supported this amendment in the hope that a 
‘more satisfactory understanding can still be reached. 

Food subsidies: A provision in the bill would have authorized a 
broad consumer food subsidy program similar to that which was 
carried out during World War II at a cost of approximately $5 billion. 
It would in effect have authorized also the establishment and opera- 
tion of direct payments to producers, an essential element of the 
so-called Brannan plan which has previously been rejected by the 
House. This authority was deleted from the bill by an amendment 
offered by the Committee on Agriculture (Cooley amendment). 

Roll-backs: The establishment of a ceiling price for any agricultural 
commodity below 90 porn of the price prevailing for that commodity 
by grade on May 19, 1951, is prohibited. The general effect of this 
will be to permit the 10 past roll-back already in effect on live 
cattle 'to stand, but to prohibit any further roll-back in cattle prices. 
Under the terms of this amendment, roll-back action may still be 
taken on those items which are spectacularly above parity, viz, sheep, 
lambs, wool, veal calves, and cotton (Fugate amendment). 

In addition to the above, the committee sought unsuccessfully to 
have written into the bill an amendment which would have prevented 
the freezing of farm prices below parity levels by the device of placing 
such low ceilings on the first manufactured product of farm com- 
modities that the raw material could not possibly sell for as much as 
parity. Under the present law, no ceiling price can be put on an 

agricultural commodity at less ‘than parity, but under its general 
price ceiling authorization the OPS can put a ceiling on manufactured 
items made directly from agricultural commodities (such as shelled 
peanuts, for example) so low that the processor cannot afford to pay 
parity prices for the agricultural commodity. A sound formula which 
would have prevented this was embodied in the Poage amendment 
which was the center of a vigorous administration attack and was 
defeated on a roll-call vote. 


FERTILIZER, FARM MACHINERY, AND FARM LABOR 


One of the major accomplishments of the committee during the 
Eighty-second Congress has been the establishment of the principle 
that agriculture is an essential defense industry and as such is to be 
considered on the same level with other defense industries in the 
allocation of the materials, machinery, supplies, and labor required 
to produce the food and fiber the Nation needs. Elementary as this 
principle seems, it was not recognized as a national policy during 
World War IJ. On the contrary, agriculture was regarded as just 
another civilian industry and had to compete with producers of the 
most nonessential items for supplies of materials, machinery, and 
labor. As a consequence, there were acute shortages of fertilizers, 
insecticides, farm labor, and many of the other tools necessary to 
optimum agricultural production. During several years of World 
War II, manufacturers of farm machinery were not permitted to 
manufacture tractors and other necessary implements even at a rate 
sufficient to replace those which were wearing out. 
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As the present defense emergency materialized, it was clear that— 
particularly in view of the full employment situation which pre- 
vailed—it was foolish to expect farmers to again increase their pro- 
duction of food and fiber without providing them with the tools to 
do the job. The broad mechanization of agriculture is just getting 
well under way and it is obvious that if farmers are to meet their 
production goals with the manpower available they must have more 
machinery, fertilizers, insecticides, and equipment—not less. 

Early in this Congress hearings on fertilizer, farm machinery, and 
labor were held by the subcommittees assigned to those fields. The 
subcommittee on fertilizer and farm machinery was particularly 
active. It held public hearings on specific phases of the problem, 
such as the supply of sulfur for fertilizer and the supply of steel for 
farm machinery. In addition, it held dozens of meetings and con- 
ferences with defense production officials, machinery and fertilizer 
manufacturers, and others. ; 

Largely as the result of these discussions there has been a clear 
acceptance by defense production authorities of these three principles: 

(1) Agriculture is an essential defense industry. 

(2) As such, it is entitled to consideration along with other 
defense industries in the allocation of materials and manpower. 

(3) The Department of Agriculture is the responsible agency 
for determining the quantity and type of agricultural commodi- 
ties required and the materials and supplies it will take to achieve 
this production. 

Top officials of the defense production agencies have subscribed to 
these principles and the committee believes that they are making an 
honest and commendable effort to carry them out. Actual shortages 
have developed in the supplies of many critical materials and it is 
unlikely that any manufacturer of farm machinery or supplies will be 
able to get all of these materials he would like to have. On the other 
hand, the committee does not believe that real shortages of farm equip- 
ment or supplies will be permitted to develop due to diversion of scarce 
materials to less essential uses. As long as the principles stated above 
are adhered to, agriculture will get an equitable share of materials 
and manpower and the committee will continue its efforts to see that 
these principles are followed. 


FLOOD CONTROL 


During the past 15 years, the Department of Agriculture has been 
directed by Congress to survey and report its recommendations on 
the control of floods in many areas throughout the United States— 
some large, some small, some embracing an entire river system, and 
others confined to a small tributary watershed. By far the most 
comprehensive of the reports thus far submitted is that relating to 
the Missouri River Basin Agricultural Program, House Document 
373, Eighty-first Congress. 

This report recommends a vast and complex program of upstream 
development, land use, soil conservation, and construction to comple- 
ment the downstream development. recommended by the Corps of 
Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation. It would entail the expendi- 
ture of several billions of dollars of both private and public funds 
and would take some 30 years to accomplish. 
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This report was submitted to the House and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture on October 5, 1949. Hearings were held in 
Washington im August 1950. Officials of the Department of Agricul- 
ture appeared to explain their recommendations, and an extensive 
series of field hearings was planned in order to give State officials, 
local groups, and individuals an opportunity to express their views. 

Twice these contemplated field hearings had to be postponed because 
the legislative situation made it impossible for the committee to leave 
Washington at the scheduled times. Then, early in the Eighty-second 
Congress, the tremendous scope and cost of our defense program 
became apparent and it was clear that no new domestic program 
requiring an expenditure such as that of the Missouri Valley program, 
and not directly related to the defense effort, would be approved by 
the Congress. 

Accordingly, the committee felt that it would be useless, for the 
moment, to proceed with consideration of the whole multi-billion- 
dollar program recommended by the Department of Agriculture. 
Instead, the committee made, informally, an alternative recommenda- 
tion to the Sec retary of Agriculture. 

It seemed to the committee that, while the whole program recom- 
mended by the Department might have to be deferred temporarily, 
some portions of the Missouri Valley program and possibly of other 
watersheds should be undertaken at once in order to protect an exist- 
ing investment in large down-stream works, to protect highly critical 
flood or erosion areas, or to provide a field laboratory for the testing 
of the efficacy of soil treatment and other upstream development to 
prevent downstream floods. It seemed to the committee, for ex- 
ample, that it is poor economy to spend public funds for a large multi- 
purpose dam or other downstream structure and then allow the effec- 
tive life of that expensive investment to be shortened by siltation 
that could be prevented by the expenditure of relatively small addi- 
tional funds for upstream treatment and development. 

Accordingly, the committee suggested informally to the Secretary 
that he review the reports still pending either in the Department or 
before Congress, with particular attention to the Missouri Valley 
report, so as to be in a position to recommend to the committee those 
parts or areas which he considered to be of such critical or important 
nature that they should be undertaken first, on a priority basis in 
line with the principles discussed above. Such a review was started 
by the Department in the spring of 1951 and is outlined, as to the 
Missouri Valley, in a letter from the Secretary of Agriculture to the 
chairman of the committee dated May 31, 1951. 

While the review was in progress, the midsummer floods in the 
Missouri Valley focused attention anew on that area and its flood- 
control problems. Without waiting, therefore, for the final results of 
the review of the program suggested by the committee, a subcom- 
mittee scheduled hearings and visited the area immediately after the 
adjournment of Congress. 

These hearmgs have confirmed the belief of the committee that, 
while we may not be able to undertake in the next few vears all the 
flood-control or prevention programs that might be desirable and bene- 
ficial, there are certain parts and aspects of these programs that the 
national welfare demands should be started as soon as possible; and 
that we cannot afford the economy of saving a few dollars if that ex- 
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penditure can protect a much larger investment or a vital industrial 
or agricultural area. The committee velieves that all proposals should 
be most carefully screened so that if only a limited number are under- 
taken, on a priority basis, those will come first which will return to the 
Nation the greatest benefit in protection, development, and future 
guidance for each dollar spent. 


AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS 


The Agriculture Committee is greatly disturbed over the fact that 
the export of American agricultural commodities has declined pro- 
gressively in recent years. One of the major tasks to be undertaken 
immediately by the committee is an extensive study of the situation 
to find out what is happening to our agricultural exports, why, and 
what can be done to stimulate international trade in the commodities 
we can produce in abundance and in the manufactured goods and 
raw material produced abroad which this country can use. 

The committee feels that foreign competition for world markets 
must be examined and appraised and that it is their duty to make such 
recommendations and take such action as may be necessary to protect 
and encourage American agriculture and to secure for the United 
States a fair share of the world markets. 

A very serious problem which must be faced and solved in the near 
future is what is going to happen to our exports when this country 
stops supplying dollars to the ECA countries with which to pure hase 
American products, and just how we will go about maintaining our 
rightful portion of world trade. 

The committee feels a sense of real satisfaction in the important 
role it played in helping the State and Agriculture Departments im- 
prove the governmental machinery for establishing a sounder and 
better qualified agricultural service abroad (as was explained in our dis- 
cussion of foreign agricultural relations). It feels, however, that this is 
only the beginning of the long, hard road which lies ahead. A w ay 
must be found to make better use of the information and translate it 
into beneficial action as far as our exports of agricultural commodities 
are concerned. As is so often the case where big governments are in- 
volved, there is a hiatus between the collection and dissemination of 
agricultural information abroad and timely and aggressive action on 
the part of the Government is appraising the information and trans- 
lating it into actual trade between the countries. 

The committeé proposes to make a thorough investigation of all the 
facts and to do Whatever seems necessary to strengthen our marketing 
abroad and promote the sale and exchange of our agricultural products. 
It may be necessary to have special expert representatives abroad con- 
tinually probing for outlets and markets for American produce which 
is important to international trade, encouraging foreign governments 
to open up their trade for competitive buying, helping simplify Gov- 
ernment procedures, and actually closing deals for our commodities. 
In any event a practical study must be made and a way found, in fur- 
ther cooperation with the State and Agriculture Departments, to en- 
large our international trade and maintain the prestige of the United 
States in the field of world-wide agricultural trade. 

This problem will be one of the major activities of the committee 
during the Eighty-second Congress, second session. 
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Digest or CoMMITTEE BILLs Enactep Intro Law Durine Ercurty- 
SECOND ConaGress, First SESSION 


Public Law 17 (H. R. 2615), Peanut Acreage Allotments (Approved 
April 12, 1951) 

Amends the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938. Provides for 
apportionment of 1951 peanut national acreage allotment among the 
States on the basis of the larger of the following for each State: 
(1) The acreage allotted to the State from the 1950 national allotment 
of 2,100,000 acres, or (2) the State’s share of 2,100,000 acres appor- 
tioned to States on the basis of average acreage harvested in the State 
during the period 1945-49. Any State retains for 1951 the allotment 
already established if it is larger than the allotment determined 
under the foregoing provisions. For 1952 and later, the national 
allotment will be apportioned to States on the basis of their shares in 
the preceding national allotment. Authorizes the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, beginning with the 1951 crop, to increase State allotments for 
production of additional quantities of any type of peanuts needed to 
meet demands. Provides new factors to be considered in establishing 
farm allotments for 1952 and later. Authorizes county acreage 
allotments to be established for 1952 and later if found necessary by 
the Secretary of Agriculture and the State committees. Provides for 
& maximum reserve of 1 percent of the national allotment for new farm 
allotments, for reapportioning by the county committee of acreage 
allotments surrendered by individual farmers, and for the pooling and 
reassigning of acreage allotments for farms removed from peanut 
production through acquisition by any Federal, State, or other ageney 
having right of eminent domain. Provides that no refund of any 
penalty collected shall be made because of peanuts kept on the farm 
for seed or home consumption. Provides that the penalty will not 
apply to excess peanuts delivered to the Secretary of Agriculture at 
value for oil if the total peanut acreage on the farm does not exceed 
the acreage picked or threshed on the farm in 1947, or 1948 if no 
peanuts were harvested on the farm im 1947. For 1951 and later, 
authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to determine that a type of 
peanuts is in short supply and permit producers to market excess 
peanuts of that type for cleaning and shelling without payment of 
penalty. Clarifies the provision. under which farmers are appointed 
to serve on marketing quota review committees. 


Public Law 19 (H. R. 3040), Forest Service lands transfer to Ogden, 
Utah (approved April 18, 1951) 


Authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to convey by quitclaim 
deed to the Ogden (Utah) Chamber of Commerce all right, title, and 
interest of the United States in lots 1 to 48, block 7, Fairmount Park 
addition, which had been previously acquired for the use of the 
Forest Service. 

Public Law 26 (S. 271), Morgan Horse Farm transfer to Vermont 
Agricultural College (approved May 7, 1951) 

Authorizes and directs the Secretary of Agriculture to transfer to 
the Vermont Agricultural College, without cost, 942 42/100 acres of 
the Morgan Horse Farm located in Addison C ounty, Keybridge, Vt., 
upon the express condition that they shall be used for the benefit of 
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Public Law 140 (H. R. 4521), Amendments to the Sugar Act of 1948 
(Approved September 1, 1951) 

Amends the Sugar Act of 1948 so as to extend the act for 4 years 
(through December 1956) and amends the act in several respects, 
with the amendments becoming effective in January 1953, except for 
those regarding determinations and regulations required for 1953. 
Increases the quotas for Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands for sugar 
to be brought into the continental United States from 910,000 and 
6,000 short tons raw value, to 1,080,000 and 12,000 tons, respectively. 
Increases the quota for full-duty foreign countries (those other than 
Cuba and the Philippines from about 40,800 tons to about 113,000 
tons exclusive of any proration of the Philippine deficit (estimate 
based on current requirements). Provides for specific prorations to 
the major 6 countries, of the 27 full-duty countries, with a reserve of 
5 percent of the quota for imports from the remainder of the 27 coun- 
tries, no one of which would be permitted to enter more than 1 per- 
cent of the quota (this amendment is to simplify administration and 
make prospective prorations available sooner). Makes several pro- 
conc changes in the provision regarding prorations of deficits (to 
simplify administration and enable more efficient treatment of quota 
deficits). Limits the entry of direct-consumption sugar from full- 
duty countries to the amount of the basic quota for that area under 
the present provisions of the Sugar Act of 1948. 


Public Law 162 (H. R. 4443) Prevent Entry Into United States of 
Certain Mollusks (Approved September 22, 1951) 

Provides that the Secretary of Agriculture shall establish facilities 
and regulations to govern the inspection and treatment of produce, 
baggage, salvaged war materials, and other goods entering the United 
States from areas infested with any terrestrial or fresh-water mollusk, 
with a view to preventing the entry of such mollusks into the United 


States. Provides for a penalty for violation of regulations set up by 
the Secretary. 


Public Law 178 (H. R. 4475) Tobaceo Marketing Quotas (Approved 
October 17, 1951) 

Authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to make 1-year adjustments 
in the marketing quotas of various types of tobacco where necessary 
because of the supply situation without changing the quota for the 
whole class of tobacco into which that particular type fits. 


Public Law 191 (S. 752), Maryland National Capital Park and Plan- 
ning Commission (Approved October 24, 1951) 

Authorizes and directs the Secretary of Agriculture to convey by 
quitclaim deed to the Maryland National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission the remaining portion of the former animal-disease sta- 
tion near Bethesda, Md., consisting of approximately 32 acres, to be 
used for public park, parkway, or playground purposes. The prop- 
erty reverts to the United States in the event the property is not used 
for the above purposes. 


Public Law 198 (H. R. 1628), Forest Fire Control Operations, Missoula, 
Mont. (Approved October 24, 1951) 

Authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to acquire land and con- 

struct suitable buildings at or near Missoula, Mont., for the purpose 








14 WORK OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE 


agriculture, such authority to expire on June 30, 1951, unless prior 
thereto the dean of the Vermont Agricultural College has notified 
the Secretary of Agriculture of acceptance of the lands and other 
property of the station under the terms of this act. 


Public Law 41 (S. J. Res. 35), land transfer to Police Jury of Rapides 
Parish, Ia. (approved May 29, 1951) 


Permits the board of supervisors of Louisiana State University and 
Agricultural and Mechanical College to transfer 25 acres of land to 
the police jury of the parish of Rapides for use for holding livestock 
and agricultural expositions. This 25 acres of land is a part of a 
1,113-acre tract transferred by the Secretary of Agriculture in 1937 
to the Louisiana State University and Agricultural and Mechanical 
College for use for the establishment and maintenance of an agricul- 
tural and vocational school, with a provision that the land should 
revert to the United States if at any time it was not so used. This 
law permits 25 acres of that tract to be used as described without 
bringing into operation the reverter clause of the 1937 grant. 


Public Law 78 (S. 984), importation of foreign agricultural workers 
(approved July 12, 1951) 

Amends the Agricultural Act of 1949 so as to add a new title on 
“Agricultural Workers.’’ Authorizes (through agreement with Mex- 
ico) the Secretary of Labor to recruit farm workers in Mexico, estab- 
lish and operate reception centers in the United States for such workers, 
and provide transportation to these centers. The Secretary of Labor 
would determine where the workers are needed and would also provide 
emergency medical care, assist the workers in negotiating employ- 
ment contracts, and guarantee the performance of the contracts by 
the employers. Employers would reimburse the United States for 
expenses of transportation and subsistence up to $15 per worker and 
would be responsible for returning the workers to the reception 
centers. These workers could also be employed in certain food- 
processing trades on determination by the Secretary of Labor. 


Public Law 123 (S. 684), Pankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act Amend- 
ments (Approved August 23, 1951) 

Authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to insure mortgage loans up 
to $25,000,000 each year without regard to farm population or to the 
prevalence of tenancy, and retains the $100,000,000 limitation on in- 
surance of mortgages in any 1 year. Authorizes loans for reorganiza- 
tion of the farm enterprise or the making of major changes in farming 
yractices. Increases the limit on initial production and subsistence 
lain from $3,500 to $7,000, and increases the limit on the total out- 
standing indebtedness ‘of any one borrower from $5,000 to $10,000. 
Extends from 5 to 7 years the term of repayment for operating loans, 
and the maximum period which a borrower has to liquidate his in- 
debtedness to be eligible for further financial assistance. Authorizes 
the Secretary of Agriculture to delay his request for refinancing until 
the borrower has acquired a sufficient equity in the farm to enable the 
holder of an insured mortgage to refinance the loan on an uninsured 
basis. Authorizes deferment of the initial payment on both real- 
estate and production and subsistence loans to a date two full crop 
years after the date of the loan. 
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PRINTED HEARINGS 


Serial A—Peanut Acreage Allotment and Marketing Quotas. 

Seriai B—Fertilizer and Farm Machinery. 

Serial C—Impact of Military Inductions Upon Agriculture. 

Serial D—Farm Labor. 

Serial E—Timber Access Roads. 

Serial F—Farm Machinery. 

Serial G—Activities of the Department of Agriculture, Part I. 

Serial H— Beef Price Ceiling Regulations. 

Serial I—Activities of the Department of Agriculture, Part IT. 

Serial J—Extension of Sugar Act of 1948. 

Serial K—Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act amendments. 

Serial L—Land Title Adjustments by Secretary of Agriculture and Fire-Control 
Operations at Missoula, Mont. 


SPECIAL REPORTS 


Sulfur and Its Importance in Food Production. February 20-23, 1951. Commit- 
tee print. 

Study of Office of Foreign Agricultural Relations. March 22, 1951. Committee 
print. 

Strengthening and improving foreign agricultural relations. August 23, 1951. 
House Report No. 966. 

Work and Activities of the House Committee on Agriculture, Eighty-second Con- 
gress, first session. Committee print. 


HEARINGS NOT PRINTED 


1. Farm Labor, Special Subcommittee on Farm Labor and Livestock, March 
1, 1951. 

2. Tobaceo Marketing Quotas and Acreage Allotments, H. R. 4475 and related 
bills, June 21, 1951. 

3. Caddo Parish, La., Land Transfer. H. R. 4749. October 16, 1951. 

4. Halogeton Glomeratus Control. H. R. 19338, H. R. 2052, S. 1041. Sep- 
tember 20, 1951. 

5. Marvland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, Land Transfer. 
H. R. 2150 and 8. 752. September 20, 1951. 

6. Morgan Horse Farm, Vermont, Land Transfer. H.R. 1149. April 24, 1951. 

7. Livestock Slaughter, Paratuberculosis and Brucellosis Infected. H. R. 5063. 
October 16 and 17, 1951. 

8. Robinson Remount Station, Land Transfer. H. R. 4686. October 16, 1951. 

9. Tobacco Marketing and Acreage Allotments. H. R. 4475 and related bills. 
June 21, 1951. 

10. Tobacco, Maryland Reserve Supply. H. R..3552, H. R. 3553, and H. R. 
3554. September 20, 1951. 

11. Flood Prevention and Soil Conservation. Gatesville, Tex. October 12, 
1951; Colby, Kans., October 30, 1951; Topeka, Kans., October 31, 1951; 
Sioux Falls, 8S. Dak., November 1, 1951. 
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of establishing a fire-control smoke jumper headquarters, air cargo 
supply base, and other facilities. 


Public Law 228 (H. R. 4027), Virgin Islands Agricultural Program 
(Approved October 29, 1951) 

Transfers the agricultural activities in the Virgin Islands from the 
Department of the Interior to the Department of Agriculture and 
authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to establish and maintain an 
agricultural research and extension service program in the Virgin 
Islands. 


Public Law 238 (S. 1629), Livestock Slaughter (Approved October 30, 
1981) 

Permits the interstate movement, for immediate slaughter, of 
domestic animals which have reacted to a test for paratuberculosis or 
which, never having been vaccinated for brucellosis, have reacted to 
a test for brucellosis. 
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